3i6  CONSTITUTIONAL LA W OF BRITISH DOMINIONS
Chapter which must end in wholesale repudiation and dis-
xn.	.   ,.
	   organisation.
The constitution provides for freedom of trade be-
tween the States, an issue which has caused grave
difficulties of interpretation. Might a State forbid the
esport of meat in order to conserve meat resources for
use of the Imperial Government?l Could the issue be
evaded by the purchase compulsorily by the State of
the whole wheat output and its disposition of it at its
pleasure? The latter doctrine was asserted by the High
Court in New South Wales v. Commonwealth* but any-
thing short of that has been ruled by that court to be
inadequate. But the Privy Council in James v. Cowan9
has destroyed this doctrine in the wide form which was
given to it by the High Court. Reversing a judgement of
that court, it has held that an effort by this method in
the form of acquisition by the State of certain quan-
tities of dried fruits to carry out a scheme for regulating
the sale in Australia is invalid. The seriousness of the
judgement is unquestionable, for it is plain that the
method of controlling the industry so as to secure a
fair return to growers throughout the State, in lieu of
allowing unregulated private profits, is in the public
interest. The Council would only admit that acquisi-
tion might be valid as a means of countering famine or
disease or for purposes of defence. When it was merely
as a device for forcing fruit ofi the Australian market,
i.e. preventing inter-State trade, it was invalid. In
other cases the operation of Section 92 is clearly less
open to objection. It has invalidated an effort of South
1	loggitt Janes <fr Co., Ltd. v. New South Wales (1916), 21 C.L.B.
357; W. & A. McArthur, Ltd. v. Queensland (1920), 28 C.L.R. 530.
2	(1915), 20 C.L.K. 54.	3 (1932), 48 T.L.B. 564.

